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REQUEST FOR COMPLETE OFFICE ACTION 

Sir: 

Applicants acknowledge the current Office Action dated November 22, 2006. It is respectfully 
submitted that the Office Action is incomplete because it fails to respond to applicants' arguments 
against a reference utilized in the obviousness rejection of the claims, which reference is still being 
applied in an obviousness rejection of the claims. Applicants' arguments are therefore still relevant 
and applicants request that the current Office Action be corrected or supplemented to include a 
response to applicants' arguments. 



The previous Office Action dated July 20, 2006 rejected the claims as obvious, relying in part 
upon Malkin (US Patent No. 6,061,650) as a reference (see part 4 on pages 4-6). On pages 7-8 of the 
Amendment and Response filed on September 5, 2006, applicants submitted arguments traversing the 
obviousness rejection. For example, applicants traversed the assertion that the remote access server 
(RAS) in Malkin identifies the indicia used for authentication of a remote node. 



In part 4 on pages 3-8 of the current Office Action, the claims are again rejected as obvious, 
and the Malkin patent application publication is again relied upon as a reference in the rejection. Part 
1 on page 2 of the current Office Action includes Form Paragraph 13 8, which states that applicants' 
arguments against the obviousness rejection are moot, but which also acknowledges that "Malkin is 
relied upon for indicia and details regarding the identifier." 

Applicants' arguments are still applicable since the Malkin patent is still being relied upon in 
the obviousness rejection. The MPEP includes an Examiner Note to Form Paragraph 7.38 which 
states that the examiner "must, however, address any arguments presented by the applicant which are 
still relevant to any references being applied. " Therefore, since the Malkin patent is still being applied 
in the obviousness rejection, applicants' arguments against it are still relevant and must be addressed. 

Conclusion 

Applicants have requested continued examination and paid the appropriate fees therefore. It is 
desired that the examination of this application progress accordingly. Applicants respectfully request 
that the current Office Action be corrected or supplemented to include a response to applicants' 
arguments against Malkin in the obviousness rejection. Pursuant to MPEP 710.06, applicants request 
that they have a period of at least one month in which to respond to any corrected or supplemental 
Office Action. 



Respectfully submitted, 



January 25, 2007 
Date 




Lackenbach Siegel LLP 
One Chase Road 
Scarsdale, NY 10583 
Telephone: (914) 723-4300 
Telefax: (914) 723-4301 
Email: RBAUER@LSLLP.COM 



